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Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 23, 1977, 
BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning document US-77-14-D8, Regulations 
for Re-evaluation, Dr. O'Brien advised that following the last Senate 
meeting a draft was prepared for the Steering Committee by Mr. M. 
Sheldon, which was then gone over by the Steering Committee and 
rewritten in some respects as the Committee saw fit. This was a draft which 
has been brought to Senate in the name of the Steering Committee to further 
the discussion on the item concerning Academic Regulations. It was stated 
that Dr. O'Brien had recently addressed the Faculty and Staff on the two 
campuses of Concordia University and it was wondered whether he was 
going to address the students also. Dr. O'Brien advised that he had no 
specific plans at the moment and that the meetings with the Faculty and Staff 
were a variation of the pattern we have used in the past. He had no objection 
to addressing the students in the same way provided someone could come 
up with a format that would seem to be useful. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that we do not proceed systematically through the list 
of groups found under this heading because at many meetings there is 
nothing to report from a particular group. Rather, the spokesmen for any of 
the groups who have something to bring before Senate by way of 
information, are asked to do so at this time. The distinction between items 
for information and other items on the agenda was that items for information 
are items that do not require or look for any action by Senate. No items for 
information were presented and Senate moved to the next item on the 
agenda. Appointments Steering Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that at the September meeting of Senate the faculty 
members of the Steering Committee were elected and the election is 
definitive and completed for the present year. Also, there were two student 
members of Steering Committee elected on an interim basis and a report was 
to be made at this meeting from the student members of Senate as to 
nominations which they would bring forward for Senate's approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY MR. BRIKIS 
THAT SENATE RATIFY THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. COLIN 
CUMBERBATCH AND MR. DAVID HEDMANN TO THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. DUBAS, 
THAT THE FACULTY APPOINTMENTS TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, AND THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, (DOC-US-77-14-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning the membership of the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee (Doc-US-77-14-D9), Dr. O'Brien explained that what was 
required from Senate at this point was the approval of membership from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. He explained that for the long run there are two 
positions on this Committee for the Faculty of Arts and Science. However, 
there were four members on the Committee last year from the Arts and 
Sciences area by virtue of certain provisional arrangements that were 
established when the Committee was first set up, in order to bridge the 
various periods of integration. These provisional arrangements were 
originally laid out to continue for one more year. 


The recommendation from the Arts and Science Faculty Council is that the 
provisional arrangement continue for one more year and that the three 
appointments listed in document US-77-14-D9 be made for the terms 
indicated. This would mean that a year from now the representation would 
drop from three members to two. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. FROST, 
THAT THE PROVISIONAL MEMBERSHIP IN THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE BE RETAINED FOR 1977-78 
AND THAT THE FOLLOWING NOMINATIONS FROM THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE BE APPROVED 
(DOC-US-77-14-D9): 


PROF. W. FRANCIS - MAY 31, 1978 

PROF. M. SZABO - MAY 31, 1979 

PROF. H. LADD (PROVISIONAL MEMBER) - MAY 31, 1978 
- MOTION CARRIED - 


Responding to a question on the possibility of Senate receiving a report 
from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that when the Committee was originally appointed it was 
appointed with a rather long term mandate unlike many committees which 
have tasks which perhaps could lead to a report within six months. 


In this particular case it was expected that the report on the mandate that it 
had would take two to three years as opposed to one year. The Committee 
has been working steadily and had hoped to have a report for Senate this 
September. However, the massive changes in the University around the 
re-organization of Arts and Science rather upset the initial time table that was 
set about a year and a half ago. It seemed to the Committee at a certain point 
that to proceed with long term planning for the University, in the state of 
uncertainty that existed in the University last January as to how Arts and 
Science was to be re-organized, would be a rather artificial thing. 


The Committee has not met this year because it has been waiting for the Arts 
and Science membership to be clarified and since this has now been done, 
the Committee will resume meeting within the next few weeks and will try 
to assess where it stands. While there should be a report sooner or later, 
there is not one in the offing at this particular moment. 


Board of Governors 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this will be the last appointment to the Board of 
Governors under the old method of appointing faculty representation to the 
Board and in future there will be more direct elections for these positions. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. WATERS, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. D.F. MACDONALD, 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, BE APPROVED (DOC-US-77-14-D2) AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD FOR ITS APPROVAL (TERM TO 
1980). 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concordia Council on Student Life 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JORDAN THAT PROF. BRIAN SLACK AND PROF. RALPH 
ALLISON, (DOC-US-77-14-D3), BE APPOINTED TO THE 
CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE (TERMS TO 1979). 


Senate agreed to a request that the motion be divided into two votes. 


- VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. SLACK 
AND WAS CARRIED. - 


- VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. ALLISON 
AND WAS CARRIED. - 


Priority Business 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this part of the Agenda contains items which are 
placed there by the Steering Committee of Senate because there is a certain 
urgency or deadline about dealing with them. He pointed out that the 
October meeting of Senate was normally the meeting of Senate which deals 
with undergraduate curriculum. Under each of the items that appear in this 
section of the Agenda, Dr. O'Brien proposed to ask the Dean of the 
appropriate Faculty to present the curriculum changes for the Faculty; he 
would then ask the Chairman of the Curriculum Co-ordinating Committee to 
present the U.C.C.C. report; following this he would make whatever 
comments may be appropriate on the financial implications of the curriculum 
changes; and finally the matter would be opened for debate. Curriculum 
Changes in Engineering and Computer Science 


Prof. C. Giguere, Assistant Dean Faculty of Engineering, presented and 
explained the changes to existing B. Eng. programmes 
(Doc-US-77-14-D5). 


He pointed out that the title of Engr. C281 has been changed from 
"Technical Writing" to "Technical Literature". The change had been 
recommended by U.C.C.C. and approved by the Faculty Council. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT THE CHANGES TO EXISTING B. ENG. 
PROGRAMMES (DOC-US-77-14-D5), WITH THE CHANGE IN THE 
TITLE OF ENGR. C281, BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. was recommending that the changes 
be approved (Doc-US-77-14-D12). 


With respect to the financial implications of curriculum changes, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that basically what he has done has been to ask the Deans 
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of each Faculty to identify to him any financial implications for the 
University level that are inherent to the curriculum change proposals. 


While almost anything may have some financial implications, for the most 
part in curriculum change matters it is found that the financial implications 
are absorbed either at the departmental level or at the Faculty level. 
However, what the Deans are asked to identify is any area in which they are 
going to end up asking the University to increase the Faculty budget in 
order to make it possible to undertake the new proposal which is involved. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he has pointed out to the Deans that if they do not 
identify these costs now, there is no point in asking for the money later, 
because there will be an ironclad reason not to provide it. 


With respect to the curriculum change proposals now before Senate, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that he would inform Senate about these changes where 
the Deans have seen fit to say that they would like extra money from the 
University for the purpose. 


He advised that with respect to the changes to the B. Eng. Programme 
(Doc-US-77-14-D5) there were no such financial implications at the 
University level. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. - 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposed new B. Eng./M. Eng. 
programme in Building Engineering (Doc-US-77-14-D4). 


He noted the following changes to the document (US-77-14-D4): 
Page 12, section 3.1, Admissions - delete "with high standing". 


Page 17, Part 4, Academic Regulations - Item 2 changed to "In 
order to remain in the programme students must". 


Prof. Giguere explained that the reason for the change in the wording of 
Item 2, Part 4, of document US-77-14-D4, was that these were not 
academic regulations in the normal sense of the wording in that if a student 
did not meet these regulations it does not mean that that student was a failed 
student. Rather, it would simply mean that the student would have to 
withdraw from the Building Engineering programme and enter, possibly, 
another programme in Engineering. 


He advised that U.C.C.C. has recommended the approval of the 
programme with the above mentioned changes. Also, the Board of Graduate 
Studies has looked at the programme and did not recommend any specific 
changes it wished to have made. However, a question was raised around 
the phrase "acceptable standing" in item 3, b), particularly since the phrase 
was being deleted in item 2. The Engineering Faculty has taken the 
comments of B.G.S. on this under advisement and there will be some 
editorial modification to what will appear in the Calendar. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE B. ENG./M. ENG. PROGRAMME IN 
BUILDING ENGINEERING (DOC-US-77-14-D4), AS CHANGED, 
AND SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-77-14-D12) BE APPROVED. 


Dean French advised that B.G.S. had discussed the programme and certain 
questions were raised at the technical level surrounding problem of 
implementation. Insofar as the academic idea of the programme was 
concerned, B.G.S. voted unanimously to approve it. 


In presenting and explaining the report from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-77-14-D12), Prof. Whitelaw stressed that this was an area that 
has been recognized by the Conseil des Universities as an area of 
specialization for this University and also that the main issue here was one 
of accreditation in that the accreditation bodies have not moved towards 
recognition of this as an undergraduate specialization. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that this was a major programme and one that has 
financial implications. In order to see what these implications are it is 
necessary to put this programme into the context of its evolution because in 
many ways what we have here is the last stage of a development undertaken 
over the past several years. 


The area of Building Engineering was established in this University in a 
large way on the basis of a Negotiated Development Grant from the 
National Research Council. The basic thrust of such grants is the 
establishment of research activity in a particular area but it carries with it the 
expectation that from the research will follow a teaching activity so that there 
will be a spin-off from the research development in the training of further 
researchers and practitioners in this particular area. 


That expectation has already been covered in part by the establishment of a 
Master of Engineering programme. The document before Senate 
(Doc-US-77-14-D4) does not create a Master of Engineering in the area of 
Building because this already exists in the University. The Master of 
Engineering appears in the proposal in the sense of becoming, for those 
students who are so interested, a part of an integrated Bachelor and Masters 
sequence. 


The Masters level of teaching in this area has already been established and 
the proposal that was before Senate was really to establish the Bachelors 
level of teaching in this programme and to do it in this particular integrated 
fashion for the reasons that are set out in the document 
(DOC-US-77-14-D4). 


Dr. O'Brien explained that to a considerable extent the financial costs of a 
separate stream in Building Engineering are already being covered or have 
already been committed as of some years ago by virtue of the Negotiated 
Development Grant and its various conditions. 


The costs of establishing an undergraduate programme in Building 
Engineering, to a considerable extent, will be covered from resources that 
are already there and have been put in place to get the Building Engineering 
operation going at the Masters level. These will be transferred in due course 
to work at the undergraduate level to get this programme going. In that 
sense the costs fall into the category of costs that will be absorbed by the 
Faculty from resources which already exist. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the additional costs of this programme are related 
to the hiring of certain additional positions, either faculty or technical, which 
will be necessary to provide the additional manpower to run an 
undergraduate programme on top of the schedule of activities which already 
exists and are already committed. 


The additional revenues to cover this would be covered from the revenues 
that would be generated by the student enrolment, both from student fees 
and the Government grants, the expectation being that this being a new and 
unique area of Engineering it will attract students who would not-.otherwise 
have come to study something else at Concordia University. This will lead 
to a net increase in the University revenues which can be used to offset the 
additional costs caused by this programme and to offset some of the other 
already existing costs to which the University is already committed by virtue 
of having established the earlier programme. 


In a sense one could say that since enrolments are naturally larger in 
undergraduate programmes than in graduate programmes and since these are 
not enrolments in research activities, the undergraduate programme is in part 
the revenue generating’ portion of the entire Building Engineering complex. 


The additional costs in the literal and narrow sense is of the order of one 
hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars per year, not in the first year but 
rather by the time we get into the second and third year of this operation. 


That is the amount of money that the Faculty would like to have in order to 
mount this programme. Whether the Faculty will get that amount will 
depend on many things, one of which will be the enrolment in the 
programme. If the enrolment does indeed live up to and goes beyond 
expectations the income which is generated should be able to provide most 
if not all of the money which is involved. The question of enrolment and 
how it will balance off against the costs was something that would have to 
be watched as budget and enrolments evolve. 


At this point Dr. O'Brien was not prepared to give a commitment to the 
Faculty of Engineering that the University will provide the additional 
money. However, he was inclined to say to the Faculty of Engineering that 
they have a prima facie case for getting support of this kind if everything 
develops according to expectations and if the University does not get into 
too deep financial hot water in the interim. 


Fortunately in this particular situation, because a large part of the 
infra-structure has already been put in place for other purposes Dr. O'Brien 
felt that it should be possible to mount and operate the programme and to 
work out the details in the overall context of the University's financing and 
the evolution of the enrolment in the programme. 


Senate was advised that there was no intent to take resources from other 
Engineering departments in order to financially support the programme; that 
the total student enrolment over the four year programme was expected to 
reach approximately 100 students; and that the Library resources required 
have already been identified in terms of the Masters Degree programme as 
well as the needs of the Doctor of Engineering within the Faculty in the 
Building Engineering area, and the additional Library resources needed to 
mount the undergraduate’ portion of the programme were minimal. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the question of whether the additional costs for 
Library resources, whatever amount, should be picked up by the Faculty of 
Engineering from whatever allocation the Faculty will have in any case or 
whether the Library should provide some special fund because it is a new 
programme, was an issue that would have to be worked out on its own 
merit. However, he emphasized that in any university it must be normally 
assumed that there are going to be developments and new programmes from 
time to time. Two or three years ago the University gave a major priority to 
the Library in the sense that the Acquisitions Budget was increased to the 
total amount that was requested at that particular point while at the same time 
holding back a lot of other things in the University. The Library 
Acquisitions Budget, relative to other things in this University, is well 
looked after. He suggested that it was part of the responsibility of the 
Library and of the Library Committee in allocating the overall funds, to 
make some provision which will allow new programmes to be picked. UP 
from time to time. Until or unless Concordia receives extra funding from 
Quebec small scale problems around these new programmes will have to be 
picked up. 


Serious concern was voiced over the Academic Regulations on page 17 of 
document US-77-14-D4 particularly as they relate to the statement of "high 
standards" on page 6 of the same document. It was pointed out that a border 
line "C" requirement in 2/3rds of the 200 level courses would be met by a 
"B" average; that a border line or better in 2/3rds of the courses at the 300 
level means that a student could get by with a "C+" average; and under item 
2. c) on page 17 of document US-77-14-D4 a student could get by with a 
"C+" average. It was wondered on what basis these particular cutoff points 
were arrived at and were these actually high standards for Engineering 
students. 


It was explained that these were in fact high standards insofar as 
Engineering students were concerned. Item 2. a) on page 17, of document 
US-17-14-D4, was what was approved by Senate last year as being the 
minimum requirement for acceptable standing in the B. Eng. degreed 
programmes and are substantially higher than the University requirements to 
remain in good standing. Also, the regulations under item 2. c) are, in 


effect, the academic regulations for the Masters level and are consistent and 
compatible with the academic regulations holding true for Masters level 
programmes throughout the University. Item 2. b) was simply an interim 
phase intended to . allow students to bridge the gap between the 
undergraduate and graduate regulations. 


It was explained that while item 2. a) of the Academic Regulations was not 
asking for a stellar performance it must be kept-in mind that individuals 
entering the programme from C.E.G.E.P.1s, possibly with 85% averages, 
find the programme difficult, and in their first year in Engineering will do 
no better than a "C" or "C-" average. This is a period of adjustment and 
most of the students tend to improve once they have made the adjustment to 
the greater demands of university level courses. 


Insofar as the 460 level or above courses are concerned, these are advanced 
undergraduate and graduate courses where the demands of the courses 
themselves are greater than the courses at the first year level. 


It was argued that the Academic Regulations were realistic in the sense that 
they demand superior performance on the part of the students. 


It was stated that while the Academic Regulations were asking for a higher 
performance than the minimum passing standard for a student at Concordia, 
it was not true to say that the requirements under 2. c) were parallel to the 
requirements at the Masters level throughout the University. Most graduate 
programmes require an Honour & undergraduate degree or equivalent for 
admission. Also, the University has recently approved changes in the 
honours standing requirements to the "B+" level. The concern really was 
whether a border line "B" performance was sufficient and it was argued that 
regulations 2. b) and c) may be trapping the University into something that 
Senate has been trying to get around for years, namely to stop the inflation 
of the "B" level category. 


Senate was advised that a survey on grade inflation in the Faculty of 
Engineering clearly indicated that there was no grade inflation in 
Engineering. 


It was argued that it seemed strange that the Faculty of Engineering had 
chosen the lowest level of the grading categories as the cutoff points while 
at the same time claiming that this represented high standard performance in 
high standard courses. 


It was stated that although presumably other Faculties will not be bound by 
the academic regulations concerning this kind of a programme in the 
Engineering Faculty, it was still a dangerous precedent to set. It would look 
rather peculiar if departments or other Faculties decide to mount a similar 
kind of combined B.A./M.A. programme and we came out with regulations 
such as those allowing a border line "B" to be the criteria. That would 
represent a lowering of standards for Masters level programmes, 


Responding to a question concerning the Academic Regulations, Dean 
French advised that item 2. c) was, in fact, consistent with the existing 
regulations of the University and to suggest that it be changed would be to 
suggest that we look at a number of existing regulations, which would be a 
much broader question. 


It was felt that the existing regulations require a '"B" rather than a "B-" 
average at the graduate level. 


However it was explained that students would not be given "B-" grades at 
the graduate level because such grades do not exist. 


Senate was advised that it had been suggested at the Engineering 
Curriculum Committee that item 2. c) should read "...B- or better in at least 
3/4ths of the courses registered for at the 400 level and B for the 
graduate-level courses." But the interpretation at that time was that since 
there was no such thing as a B- at the graduate level and the wording was 
"at least B-", why have two regulations. The understanding of regulation 2. 
c) was that there would be a minimal B- requirement at the-400 level 
courses and B at the graduate level. Dr. O'Brien suggested that rather than 
attempting to amend the regulations now it might be more appropriate to 
refer the question of grading to B.G.S. for reconsideration since this was a 
regulation which obviously could be changed without affecting the viability 
of the programme itself. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. VERTHUY, SECONDED 
BY PROF. GRAY, THAT THE QUESTION OF GRADING UNDER 
THE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS (DOC-US-77-14-D4) BE REFERRED 
TO B.G.S. FOR RECONSIDERATION. 


A VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE AMENDMENT WHICH RESULTED IN 
A TIE VOTE. 


THE CHAIRMAN VOTED AGAINST THE AMENDMENT. 


It was argued that in order to be consistent with the current practice for 
admission to the Masters programme in Building Studies, a "B" average 
should be required at the 400 level courses. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. SZABO, THAT THE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS ON PAGE 17 
OF DOCUMENT US-77-14-D4 BE REFERRED TO THE 
ENGINEERING FACULTY COUNCIL WITH A REQUEST THAT 
THEY BE MADE CONSISTENT WITH THE CURRENT PRACTICES 
FOR ADMISSION TO THE MASTERS PROGRAMME IN BUILDING 
ENGINEERING. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the point of the amendment was to refer the 
Academic Regulations to Engineering Faculty Council, to report back to 
Senate to show that the admission requirement to the Masters degree that 
would be reached at the Bachelors level is consistent with what already 
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exists. If in fact that is already true there will be no problem in making that 
report. However, if it is not true, then the matter would be brought back to 
Senate with more clarification than we have at this particular point. 


In all other respects, assuming that the main motion is voted in due course, 
the programme would be approved. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Responding to a question concerning the Calendar copy Dr. O'Brien 
advised that it will have to say whatever can be devised. He felt that that 
was not a major problem because what we were talking about here was the 
standard that students will have to reach essentially in their second and third 
years and would not really affect students who might enter the programme 
next year. 


THE MAIN MOTION AS AHMED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Prof. Giguere, in presenting the curriculum changes in Computer Science 
(Doc-US-77-14-D6 and addendum), advised that rather than proposing an 
omnibus motion covering all the changes in Computer Science, he would 

have to proceed item by item in order to isolate those particular issues that 
may be contentious. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT SECTIONS 2.1, 2.2, AND 2.3 OF DOCUMENT 
US-77-14-D6 BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the report from U.C.C.C. (Doc-US-77-14-D13). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that no financial implications have been signalled to 
him on the Computer Science curriculum changes. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE CHANGES TO THE B. COHP. SC. 
PROGRAMME (SECTION 3 OF DOCUMENT US-77-14-D6) WITH 
THE AMENDMENTS CONTAINED IN THE ADDENDUM, AND 
EXCLUDING SECTION 3.3 CONCERNING THE GENERAL 
BUSINESS OPTION, BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that there seemed to be a tendency on the part of people in 
other Faculties to equate Natural and Social Sciences with Divisions II and 
III. By doing that, it leads to a situation whereby students in this 
programme would be allowed to take a course in Religion but would not be 
allowed to take a course in History. That tendency should be avoided. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. was quite aware of the difficulty but 
felt that it would be useful to stick with a neuter word like Division I even 


though the point just made was well recognized. The alternative would be to 
list every discipline. 


Responding to a question concerning the exclusion of Division I, Prof. 
Giguere explained that the existing regulations in the 1977/78 Calendar for 
this programme excluded courses in the Humanities and the reason for this 
was that when the Bachelor of Computer Science programme was originally 
established it was essentially stressing the words computer and science, and 
it was felt that elective credits should come largely from areas related to 
Computer Science. 


He explained that the issue was a gain raised in the last meeting of the 
Computer Science Committee where it was argued that indeed people in 
Computer Science should to some extent be given the opportunity to acquire 
some smattering of humanities courses. That was why the programme was 
changed to allow for six free electives. 


It was argued that the policy excluding humanities courses was founded on 
the assumption that the humanities have nothing to do with computers 
which was not the case. In fact there were members of the History 
Department who use computers in their research and there are courses being 
offered in which computer work is a part. If the suggested rubric is 
followed, students in this programme would be prevented from taking such 
courses. 


It was stated that the problem clearly arises from the fact that this previously 
allowed a group of courses to be taken from what was then known as 
Natural and Social Sciences. If Computer Science were prepared to stay 
with what they have had, that is with Natural Sciences and Social Sciences, 
it was wondered whether the Faculty of Arts and Science would be capable 
of defining which areas fall under these categories. 


It was explained that the difficulty was that there were some departments in 
the Faculty of Arts and Science which could easily be defined in either 
category. 


Prof. Giguere advised that the use of the terminology "Division I" was a 
recommendation which came from the Curriculum Coordinating Committee 
and if Senate was willing to delete that particular recommendation from 
U.C.C.C., he did not think there would be any objection from the 
Computer Science Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if that route were followed it would then be 
incumbent on the Faculty of Arts and Science to inform Senate so that 
appropriate footnotes could be put in such places as Announcements, as to 
which disciplines qualify to be known as Social Sciences and Natural 
Sciences. 


He suggested that there were two alternatives. One was to use the wording 
as it was written in the document. The other was to use the wording Natural 
Sciences and Social Sciences and it would be quite in order for someone to 


propose such an amendment. If the second alternative is adopted there 
would then be the necessity for the Faculty of Arts and Science to provide 
the appropriate list. 


AN AMENDEMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, 
SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT SECTION 3.5 OF DOCUMENT 
US-77-14-D6 BE CHANGED TO READ "...ELECTIVE CREDITS FROM 
THE FACULTIES OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, OR ENGINEERING. 


It was pointed out that that change also applies to sections 3.2 and 3.3 
where there was a similar problem. 


It was argued that the amendment was proposing a substantial change to the 
degree requirements for the Bachelor of Computer Science since, in effect, 
it would open up the whole area of Humanities as. being electives. The 
amendment should not be supported without it being referred back to the 
Computer Science Committee. 


It was also wondered why Fine Arts was excluded from the amendment. 
The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed to change the wording to 
include the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


Mr. Robertson advised that the wording of the amendment now was: 


THAT SECTION 3.2 (ADDENDUM TO DOCUMENT US-77-14-D6) BE 
CHANGED TO READ - "TWENTY-SEVEN ELECTIV CREDITS FROM 
THE FACULTIES OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, ENGINEERING, OR FINE ARTS. 


It was suggested that the amendment should say "27 elective credits chosen 
in consultation with the faculty advisor". 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the situation was that Senate must approve a 
change in curriculum but if an amendment is making a basic change in the 
curriculum, that amendment, if passed, would have to be returned to the 
particular Faculty Council or, in this case, the Computer Science 
Committee, and be accepted by that Committee. In the interim no change 
would take place in that curriculum. 


It was pointed out that the effect of sending this back to the Computer 
Science Committee would be to keep the current situation in effect for the 
coming year, which under the general science option, is worded "27 elective 
credits from the Natural or Social Sciences, Commerce and Administration, 
or Engineering." 


Also, it was felt that Senate should not change the existing programme or 
the programme being proposed by the Computer Science Committee so 
drastically without referring the matter back to the Committee. 


It was suggested that three blocks of areas of elective study be provided and 
students could be asked to choose seven courses from each area. 


The feeling was expressed that if we were to live with the present system 
for one more year not much harm would be done, because no one knows 
what was a Natural Science or a Social Science and therefore that 
regulation, in the absense of knowledge, would bound to be Interpreted 
flexibly. It was also feared that, in terms of future Policy, the existing 
Divisions in were irrelevant to the concerns of the Computer Science 
Committee because one could think of a number of departments that could 
make a very good case to say that they are a Natural Science, or Social 
Science, or Humanities. 


It was stated that one had difficulty accepting the premise that says that these 
electives should be related somehow to the professional programme. The 
programme as it exists seemed to be firmly professional and it was difficult 
to see how that professionalism would be impinged upon by including some 
courses in unrelated discipline. It t unreasonable to observe that a good 
number of very prestigious professional schools were recognizing the 
importance of a liberal arts programme for their graduates. It was hoped that 
the Computer Science people, in reconsidering this proposal, accept that 
professionalism is, not being impinged upon by the freedom of choice in 
disciplines which are not professionally relevant to computer scientists and 
that they would permit the training of computer scientists who are also 
literate in other unrelated disciplines. 


It was pointed out that there were two areas of change being proposed, one 
being the changes in the courses themselves and the other relating to the 
elective credits. It was hoped that at least Senate would approve the changes 
relating to the courses themselves. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the one part that has been debated was the part 
dealing with the elective credits and suggested that it was only that part 
which might be tabled and the rest be approved. 


It was stated that presumably the movers of the amendment were hoping 
that the Computer Science Committee would in due course come back with 
a proposal which says "27 elective credits", including the notion of 
consultation with a faculty advisor. However if the motion is not passed in 
its present form, we will be left with the situation for one more year, in 
which instead of having 6 credits completely free, there will be no 
completely free electives. 


It was suggested that Senate should approve the proposal as stated in 3.2 of 
document US-77-14-D6, leaving the interpretation of "Natural or Social 
Sciences" open and vague. The Computer Science Committee could be 
asked subsequently to carry out in the coming year precisely the study that 
was being requested. 


It was pointed out that the changes in wording recommended by U.C.C.C. 
would exclude students in Computer Science from taking courses in Science 
and Human Affairs which do not fall under Division I, I, or III. 


Procedurally it was suggested that the mover and seconder withdraw the 
amendment, and an amendment could then be moved that we go back to the 
terminology "Natural or Social Sciences" type of formulation. Presuming 
that the main motion was carried, Senate could then pass a motion or there 
could be an agreement that the Computer Science Committee would 
re-examine the whole question of electives. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the main motion was to approve section 3 of 
document US-77-14-D6 with the changes that were listed in the addendum. 
The area that Senate was now concerned with was the text of the areas in the 
addendum dealing with elective credits.: - The amendment on the floor has 
been changed to read "27 elective credits from the Faculties of Arts and 
Science, Commerce and Administration, Engineering or 'Fine Arts", which 
in effect becomes "27 elective credits". 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that whatever gets passed at 
this meeting was what would get into the Calendar. 


It was explained that the intent of the amendment was that there should be 
27 completely free electives, including electives in Computer Science.. 


It was urged that the amendment be withdrawn and the main motion be 
voted on as amended by returning to the text in document US-77-14-D6 
rather than the text in the addendum. 


It was agreed that section 3.2 (Doc-US-77-14-D6) be changed to read 
"MATH N281 or MATH 321 and MATH 323". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS WITHDRAWN. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. SZABO, THAT THE TEXT OF SECTION 3.2 BE AS IN 
DOCUMENT US-77-14-D6. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
SECONDED BY PROF. OSMAN, THAT THE STATEMENT THAT THE 
CHOICE OF ELECTIVES WOULD BE SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL 
OF THE DEPARTMENTAL ADVISOR BE ADDED TO THE END OF 
THE TEXT. 


THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. OSMAN, THAT SECTION 3.5 (DOC-US-77-14-D6) BE 


77-14-15 


77-14-16 
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CHANGED TO READ "6 ELECTIVE CREDITS FROM THE NATURAL 
OR SOCIAL SCIENCES, COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, OR 
ENGINEERING; AND 6 ELECTIVE CREDITS". 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. AKIN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. COHE N, THAT THE COMPUTER SCIENCE COMMITTEE 
RECONSIDER THE LIMITATIONS PLACED ON THE ELECTIVE 
COURSES IN THE GENERAL SCIENCE OPTION, THE GENERAL 
BUSINESS OPTION, AND THE HONOURS PROGRAMME, AND 
REPORT BACK TO SENATE BEFOREITHE END OF THIS 
ACADEMIC YEAR. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


The feeling was expressed that the debate which had just taken place was 
extremely important because we were dealing with fundamentally the type 
of education we want our undergraduate students to get when they come to 
Concordia University. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT SECTION 4 OF DOCUMENT US-77-14-D6 AS 
AMENDED BY THE ADDENDUM, BE APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT SECTION 5 (DOC-US-77-14-D6) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning section 6 of document US-77-14-D6, Dean Boyle explained 
that under the Bachelor of Administration programme there was a major in 
Data Processing which was placed there last year because at that time the 
problem of Computer Science had not been resolved. 


The Faculty of Commerce and Administration would like to have the Major 
in Data Processing transferred from the Bachelor of Administration degree 
to the Bachelor of Commerce degree. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BOYLE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GOODWIN, THAT SECTION 6 OF DOCUMENT US-77-14-D6 BE 
APPROVED AND THAT FOR FUTURE STUDENTS THE MAJOR IN 
DATA PROCESSING BE TRANSFERRED TO THE BACHELOR OF 
COMMERCE DEGREE. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 
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It was explained that the statement that the Department of Quantitative 
Methods would be recommending that the Minor in Data Processing be 
discontinued, has not yet been ratified by the Faculty Council and the 
statement was therefore premature. 


Curriculum Changes in Fine Arts 


Prof. Whitelaw explained the rationale for the new format of the submission 
from the Faculty of Fine Arts (Doc-US-77-14-D7). 


The Curriculum Coordinating Committee was presently working on a more 
specific outline for future curriculum presentations to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF FINE 
ARTS (DOC-US-77-14-D7), EXCLUDING THE PROPOSALS ON 
FILM, BE APPROVED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the resource implications of the curriculum 
changes in the Faculty of Fine Arts was of the order of $5,000.00. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Prof. Gross advised that the Cinema proposals were now before the Joint 
Committee and it was his understanding that there were certain limitations 
with respect to calendar deadline dates. He was concerned that if the 
proposals were not moved out of that Committee and placed before Senate 
at sometime in the very near future, they would be held up for one year. 


It was pointed out that a special mechanism has been established for dealing 
with courses in film and it was unfortunate that the Joint Committee did not 
receive the proposals with a sufficient lead time to deal with them in time for 
this Senate meeting. However the Committee will have a report available in 
time for the November 1977 meeting of Senate. 


Curriculum Changes in Arts and Science 


Dr. Wall presented and explained the curriculum changes from the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, parts 1 and 2 of document US-77-14-D10. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. COHEN 
THAT ITEM 1 OF DOCUMEN T US-77-14-Dl1O, BE APPROVED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there are no financial implications concerning the 
proposals from the Faculty of Arts and Science which have been brought to 
his attention. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning item 2 in document US-77-14-DlO on Judaic Studies, Dean 
Chaikelson advised that the wording on page 2 under 120 Bi-University 
Major in Judaic Studies has been changed to read: 


"120 Bi-University Major in Judaic Studies 


By agreement between the University and Bar-Ilan University, Ramat-Gan, 
Israel, students may be admitted to a 120-credit bi-University programme 
designed to provide the academic base for prospective teachers in Jewish 
Studies programmes at the primary, elementary and Junior high school 
levels in Canada. Admission to the programme depends upon acceptance by 
both Universities. Successful applicants may spend up to the first 24 
months (i.e. two regular and two summer sessions) at Bar-Ilan. The balance 
of the requirements for the degree must be completed at Concordia in 
courses in the Judaic Studies- programme. Further information on the 
programme may be obtained from the Department of Religion." 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN CHIKELSON, 
THAT ITEM 2 OF DOCUMENT US-77-14-DI1O, AS CHANGED, BE 
APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw in presenting the report from U.C.C.C. 
(Doc-US-77-14-D15) stressed that a student who takes this programme will 
not get a D.E.C. which may catch up with that student in later life in that 
various teacher training programmes may require that. 


He also advised that we must be careful about publicity in that when we say 
that this is a programme for teachers we must stress the fact that this was 
giving academic courses and does not give Certification. 


Concern was voiced over the question of what grading system was used at 
Bar-Ilan University particularly as it would affect the awarding of prizes or 
for granting academic honours. 


It was explained that academic honours was based on grades received at 
Concordia University and not on courses taken at other universities. 


It was pointed out that this would mean that prizes or awards for students in 
this program would be based on a smaller number of courses than for other 
Concordia students. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at a technical level, what would be involved here 
would be the process as it applies to transfer students. 


Concern was also voiced aver the admission requirements particularly as 
they relate to the requirements of Quebec students wishing to enter 
universities in the Province. 


It was explained that under the present admissions system there are 
mechanisms by which students coming from Quebec, who leave the 
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Province and then attempt-to return, have the right to enter the University. 
This programme would be offered on a similar basis. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations 


Senate agreed not to begin discussion on this item at this meeting, given the 
lateness of the day. 


However Dr. O'Brien pointed out that document US-77-14-D8 which was 
circulated for today's meeting has been rewritten in the light of the 
discussion at the last two meetings. 

He doubted that this was the final version which would be adopted and 


explained that its purpose was to set out some of the considerations and to 
served as a basis for discussion at the next Senate meeting. 


Next Meeting 


Senate was advised that there would be a Special Meeting on Friday, 
October 28, 1977, to deal with the Fall - 1977 Graduation lists. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


